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the defeÀdanàte were answerable for bis negigenco. Clause 5 wua hold ta
b. much wider in its seope than as it stood in the fit Ontario Act, 49

For a geiier.1 discussion of the law relating ta negligence of a fellow
servant, where an action is brouglit ta recover under this section of thie
Workman's Compensation for Injuries Act, whero there is a person, in a
position of superintendence whose orders resulted in injury ta tý, plain-
tift, se. Brutott v. Grand Trunk Pacific 12. Co., 24 O.L.IL 154.

SUPRFEME COURT.

PEPPERAis v. LuDuc.

(Il D.L.R. 193.)
Brion J.][M'ay 2.

Contracts-Illegality Df-PlblU< policy - Immnoral motives -
Want of co.iderat ion-Promise ex turpi causa-Breaeh of
promi8e-P laintiff's m4rria*e to aiother.

Held, 1. A promise made ini consideration of the cessation of
illieit cohabitation is void shnply for want of any consideration,
so that if mnade in the form of an instrument under seal there
may be primâ facie a valid contract; yet -if the transaetion is of
sueh a nctLure as to -ho}d out an inducement or to ý,onstitute to
either parcy a motive to continue the connection, the instrument
would be void ex turpi causa -and no Plaim or defence can he
maintained whieh requires tobe supported by allegation or proof
of suc-h an -agreement; hence eaeh of the parties thereto is power-
lesa ta enforce or ta set aside an agreement of this eharacter by
judicial process.

2. Damages for a breach of promise of mnarriage cannot be
reeovered when the plaintiff Il.., subsequently married. a pergan.
ot'her than the defendant.

J. H. MeCurryi, for plaintiff. G. A. McGauigheýi, for defen-
dant.

ANNOTATION ON ABOVE CASE.

The. ground an whieh the Court refumes to enforce immoral contracts
la that they are against publie paliry as encouragiug and aiding immoral-
ity. Where the plaintiff knew that the addtions whioh he made to a
houe were for the purpose af increasing -the defendant'a immoral trade,
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